his benefactor.1 The first of the.se charges can be Price's reply to Pitt's letter given above. He pron Prime Minister's proposals "very just," but pointec defects, especially the proviso which placed the Sir at the disposal of Parliament when the interest on it to .£4,000,000, as he expected it would by the ; MOrgan's unfairness is further revealed by his stat Pitt did not choose to increase the taxes in 1786 so vide the million surplus which ought to have been ft Whereas the fact is that in the Budget of 1785 the ft posed taxes for that very purpose; and when tb scarcely sufficient, he imposed others on 2f)th March False and acrid charges such an these do not surpri partisan biographies of that age. What is surpris McCulloch and Lecky should have endorsed some o statements, especially respecting Pitt's omission of h lodgements to Price,4 On this I must observe, first 1; not proven that Pitt owed to Price everything that \\ his Sinking Fund, and spoiled the plan by his own al it; for the omission of Pitt's proposal by Morgan without means of comparing1 the original proposals men; secondly, that the official reports of the three the spring of 1786 on this .subject are so meagre a? no decisive evidence on what was, after all, a m Further, it is probable that Price's inllurnee on Pit! wan less than ban been supposed, In the Pitt i letter of Pultewy to Pitt dated iHth April 1786, i urges him carefully to reconsider Price's third plan bi adopting it lie states that Sir John Sinclair, 5 Ferguson, Mr, Heaufoy, and Mr, Dempster had yes Dr, Price at Bath 1 louse in order to discuss the men plan, and also one by Mr, Gale. The discussion la with the conviction that Gale's plan was " infmilelj to any of the! three produced by l)r, Price," and lie to add it to his Bill an an alternative/ 1 have not foi of Gale's plan or any evidence as to itn adoption in p
but  fhf tit:itt*v:iri:m   rt*rt:t\t\\\' rnn\tt\\:\tt*t\ Hu« tuition   tilh.it «f nt»ml»rr-* its Ihr H«»u">r.
